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The issue of the validity of Tibicen Latreille, 1825 or Berthold, 1827 and the higher 
taxa derivatives was first presented to the ICZN by R.G. Fennah in 1946 with no 
action taken at that time. China (1964) then presented a case for the suppression of 
the Tibicen derivatives and although there was a consensus in favour of the proposal, 
it was realized that the family group name suppression would require the suppression 
of the type genus. This action would require the use of the plenary powers of the 
Commission and no opinion was made at that time either. 

Melville & Sims (1984) then resurrected the issue and started collecting evidence to 
present a proposal to clarify the matter. There were specialists who supported 
retention of Tibicen and those that supported suppression in favour of Lyristes 
Horvath, 1926. Boulard (1984) wrote the main argument for suppression with 
additional comments by Hamilton (1985), Boulard (1985), and Lauterer (1985). 
There were two/three options that were ultimately proposed but once again the 
Commission failed to render an opinion. 

Boulard (1988, 1998, 2001, 2003) has continued to campaign for suppression and 
the use of Lyristes but the majority of publications since 1984 continue to use Tibicen 
while Lyristes is used by some scientists in particular geographic regions (Sanborn, 
2013). The basis of the argument for suppression is that Tibicen is a nomen nudum 
or was not available to be the type species of the genus, however, I will show that 
Tibicen is a valid taxon based on the information in Latreille (1825). 

The historical confusion of the taxa along with the various interpretations and 
personal preferences has led me to examine the issue from the first mention of Tibicen 
using Latreille, 1825 and Berthold, 1827 along with the Code. Article 67.3.2 states 
that only information in the original text (either Latreille (1825) or Berthold (1827) 
in this case) is to be used in determining which taxa are included in determining what 
species are eligible for type fixation (Article 67.2) and these texts are where we need 
to focus our attention. I would make the following argument for the conservation of 
Tibicen Latreille, 1825 based on a preponderance of Articles that support Tibicen as 
a valid taxon. At the same time, the type species for Cicada Linnaeus, 1758 and 
Tibicina Kolenati, 1857 can also be unambiguously determined clarifying higher taxa 
based on these genera. 

The evidence shows that Latreille, 1825 should be used as the authority for Tibicen 
rather than Berthold, 1827. There is a description included with the new taxon which 
is used to describe the members of the ‘Chanteuses’ of which Latreille gives two 
generic examples, Cicada and Tibicen with a species C. plebeja given as an example 
of Tibicen (Latreille’s original use of the lower-case ‘c’ and the i vs. j in plebeja are 
addressed below) (Fig. 1). By reading further in Latreille (1825) and looking at other 
taxa it 1s clear that Latreille considered Cicada and Tibicen distinct taxa as they are 
separated by a comma as he has done in other taxonomic groups (I will discuss and 
illustrate this below with examples from nearby pages to the one containing the first 
reference to Tibicen) as well as being preceded by ‘Les g.’ a plural. 

Article 12.1 is satisfied in both Latreille (1825) and Berthold (1827). Article 12.1 
states that “To be available, every new name published before 1931 must satisfy the 
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Fig. 1. Section of Latreille (1825, p. 426) illustrating the first use of Tibicen as a generic name with C. 
plebeja associated with the genus. 


provisions of Article 11 and must be accompanied by a description or a definition of 
the taxon that it denotes, or by an indication.’ Articles 11.1, 11.2, 11.3, 11.4, 11.5, and 
11.8 are all satisfied while Articles 11.6, 11.7, 11.9 and 11.10 are not applicable, so 
Article 11 is satisfied. There is a description associated with the ‘Chanteuses’ that is 
consistent with C. plebeja Scopoli, 1763 and Article 12.2.5 (the applicable article for 
the indication) states ‘in the case of a new genus-group name, the use of one or more 
available specific names in combination with it, or clearly included under it, or clearly 
referred to it by bibliographic reference, provided that the specific name or names can 
be unambiguously assigned to a nominal species-group taxon or taxa.’ It is clear from 
the placement of the species after Tibicen in parentheses and italics that Latreille was 
using this species as the example of the genus Tibicen and not as a member of the 
genus Cicada. So even if one does not accept the description in Latreille as applying 
to Tibicen, Article 12.1 is still satisfied because a species is identified with the name 
Tibicen, satisfying Article 12.2.5 and thus 12.1, since a description or indication is 
necessary for the name to be available. With the designation of C. plebeja as the 
example of Tibicen (which Berthold, 1827 clarifies as Cicada plebeja), Article 12.1 was 
satisfied and the name Tibicen is available. Tibicen, unlike Cigale which is the French 
vernacular for Cicada, is also a Latin word so no modification is necessary to make 
it available under Article 26 with the gender being masculine following Article 30.1. 

Latreille and Berthold did not confirm C. plebeja Scopoli, 1763 as the type of 
Cicada as has been argued by Boulard & Puissant (2013; BZN 71, this issue). By 
placing C. plebeja after the comma and in parentheses after Tibicen, Latreille and 
Berthold placed the species in the genus Tibicen as the example of the genus. This is 
consistent with the presentation of other species in other taxa within Latreille (1825) 
and Berthold (1827) where exemplar species are placed in parentheses immediately 
after their associated genus in the source book, and is a very important point in the 
validity of Tibicen as a genus. We must follow the evidence that is available when the 
name is published following Article 67.3, not what may be published subsequently 
(particularly Latreille, 1829). 

Looking at the original citation of ‘c. plebeia’, it is true the genus is not capitalized 
and the species epithet is misspelled. However, the lower-case c is clearly a formatting 
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Fig. 2. Section of Latreille (1825, p. 476) illustrating the use of lower case ‘p’. to identify type species of 
new genera listed. 


choice and is consistent with Latreille’s style throughout the book in which he does 
not capitalize abbreviations of generic names. Importantly, there are many examples 
within Latreille (1825) where the generic name is abbreviated after the first mention of 
the genus in a list of genera including most cases where the generic abbreviation is in 
the lower-case as shown for the species of Pyralis assigned to new genera in Fig. 2. 

Further examples are found throughout Latreille (1825) such as on p. 349 with the 
genus Elater Linnaeus abbreviated as ‘e.’, the multiple species of Musca Linnaeus 
identified as examples of several fly genera on pp. 497-498 being presented as ‘m 
and the use of ‘sc.’ in a list of new genera on p. 339 to distinguish Scarites Fabricius 
from Siagones Latreille in the list showing that Latreille was being specific with the 
addition of the generic abbreviations. Latreille was clearly using exemplar species by 
placing the species in parentheses after the new generic name. The presentation of C. 
plebeja in italics in the parentheses after the name Tibicen unquestionably shows that 
Latreille was using it as the example of the genus Tibicen and the C. is an 
abbreviation of Cicada, the vernacular name for which (Cigale) is at the beginning of 
the list of cicada genera and the only valid cicada genus of the time. There is also 
precedence for these names to become valid. For example, Tortrix dentana Hiibner, 
1796 from the illustration above is the type species of Xylopoda Berthold, 1827 as 
Berthold changed the common vernacular name Xylopode of Latreille (1825) to the 
Latinized Xylopoda and thus made a valid designation of a type species. 

As for the spelling plebeia, under Article 58.3 ‘the use of i or j for the same Latin 
letter is deemed to be identical variant spellings’ and Article 67.6 states that if a type 
species is cited in the form of an incorrect spelling, ‘it is deemed to have been cited 
in its correct original spelling’ as does Article 69.2.1. So Latreille made a valid 
designation of C. plebeja Scopoli as the type species of Tibicen following Articles 67 
and 68. Berthold can then be thought of as a First Reviser fixing C. plebeja Scopoli 
under Article 24.2.1 even though this appears unnecessary under 24.2.5, where it can 
be ‘shown subsequently that the precedence of names, spellings, or acts can be 
objectively determined, the action of the First Reviser is nullified.’ Since C. plebeja 
Scopoli was ‘The Cicada’ of the time as argued by Boulard & Puissant (2013), Cicada 
was the only valid genus for cicada species at the time, the variant spelling and 
lower-case formatting, which is based on a consistent manner of presentation within 
Latreille (1825), do not negate C. plebeja Scopoli as the originally included nominal 
species for the genus. It is clear that C. plebeja was not being used by Latreille as the 
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most familiar example of all cicadas as proposed by Boulard & Puissant (2013), but 
rather he is using it as a typical species for the new genus Tibicen. The formatting and 
placement of the name specifically designate it as something other than an example 
of all cicadas. I see, and the precedence has been set in accepting these names as 
available, that C. plebeja is being used as the example of Tibicen based on the 
presentation of other species and genera in Latreille, 1825. 

The positioning of the species name after Tibicen (which is the first reference to the 
genus in the literature) is an unambiguous indication of C. plebeja as an example of 
Tibicen alone based on the presentation of species within Latreille’s (1825) text. In the 
other lists of multiple genera, there are no example species given for a group of 
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Fig. 3. Section of Latreille (1825, p. 427) illustrating the lack of exemplar species for genera that were 
already accepted at the time of A This contrasts with Tibicen on p. 426 showing that C. plebeja 
was being used as an example for the new genus Tibicen and not as an example of all cicadas. 
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genera. Fig. 3 is an image from the next page in Latreille (1825, p. 427) where no 
examples were provided for the genera listed whether there was a single genus or 
multiple genera listed. 

This again shows that C. plebeja was not being used as an example of all cicadas 
as Boulard & Puissant (2013) contend. Rather, and very importantly here, species 
included within individual genera were always listed by Latreille after the genus in 
which they are included, once again supporting the contention that C. plebeja was 
included in the genus Tibicen. A list of species is found without a genus being 
identified unless the species is being moved to the new genus by Latreille as illustrated 
in Fig. 4. 

When there is something unique about an individual genus within a list of genera, 
the unique information is placed in parentheses after the genus as seen in Fig. 5. 

It has been presented by Boulard & Puissant (2013) that at the time of Latreille the 
large Scopolian cicada was ‘The Cicada’ so the species in question is unambiguously 
C. plebeja Scopoli. Latreille (1810) referenced Tettigonia plebeia Fabricius which in 
reality is Cicada plebeja Scopoli (even with the variant spelling) (Boulard & Puissant, 
2013; Sanborn, 2013) providing additional evidence that the species in question is 
unambiguously C. plebeja Scopoli, 1763. Therefore, even without an authority in 
Latreille (1825), who often failed to list authorities with species, the meaning is clear 
based on Latreille’s previous publications. There were or are also no other species 
that had a similar spelling that the species could represent. This means that Latreille 
made a valid designation of C. plebeja Scopoli as the type species of Tibicen following 
Articles 67 and 68 and under Article 12 the name Tibicen becomes available due to 
this valid species designation as its type. Since C. plebeja Scopoli was ‘The Cicada’ of 
the time, the variant spelling and formatting choice do not negate C. plebeja Scopoli 
as the originally included nominal species for the genus. The presentation of C. 
plebeja by Latreille identifies it as a typical species for the genus Tibicen based on the 
presentation of species in other genera in the text. 

The absence of a cited authority has not prevented other type species designations 
by Latreille (1825) or Latinized genera in Berthold (1827) from being accepted. Using 
the moth genera illustrated above (Fig. 2), Tortrix dentana Hübner, 1799 is the type 
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Fig. 4. Section of Latreille (1825, p. 426) illustrating that specific examples of genera are listed in 
parentheses after the first generic name as C. plebeja was done with Tibicen. 
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Fig. 5. Section of Latreille (1825, p. 430) illustrating the use of parentheses after a genus to denote 
something specific about that genus. 


species of Xylopoda Berthold, 1827 (because he Latinized the vernacular name in 
Latreille) (Heller & Duckworth, 1981) even though the authority is not listed in 
Latreille (1825) nor Berthold (1827). The assignment of Pyralis soldana to Procerata 
Berthold, 1827 (again because he Latinized the name) is also considered valid even 
though ‘“Soldana is a misspelling of P. saldonana Fabricius, 1787 (Heller & 
Duckworth, 1981). There is precedence to accept names that have been assigned to 
the genera first listed in Latreille (or Berthold if he Latinized the common vernacular) 
even if they may have been misspelled by authors other than the original authority. 
This is the case we have with plebeia in Latreille (1825) so under Articles 67.6 and 
69.2.1 it becomes plebeja and we have the valid designation of a type species for the 
genus. 

The only difference I can see between Tibicen Latreille (1825) and Berthold (1827) 
is the use of the lower-case ‘c’ and variant spelling plebeia by Latreille and the 
complete name Cicada and correct spelling plebeja by Berthold in the identification 
of the example of Tibicen. The presentation above clearly shows that Latreille 
abbreviated genera within a list once the genus was introduced and that C. plebeja 
was being used as the example of a new genus. A consistent formatting choice should 
not be the reason to go against the Code and negate the valid designation of a type 
species. However, if one is to negate the use of Tibicen Latreille (1825) based on the 
formatting or to consider that ‘c. plebeia’ is insignificant to designate Cicada plebeja 
as the type species based on the variant spelling, then Berthold (1827) becomes the 
authority for Tibicen because a valid designation of a type species was made with the 
complete, correctly spelled species name. There are other examples where Berthold 
has become the authority for names originating in Latreille (1825) based on the 
corrections or changes made by Berthold (e.g. Nematopus Berthold, 1827, p. 417 is an 
example from near Cicada along with the example of Xylopoda above). In either case, 
Tibicen is an available taxon. 

Some have considered Latreille (1825) to have used only vernacular names and 
therefore the names would be unavailable. However, Tibicen is a Latin word (as well 
as a word in French and English since they are derived from Latin) and appears to 
fulfill Articles 1 and 26. The name Tibicen is associated with an extant taxon (C. 
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plebeja) using the binomial system in Latreille (1825) as outlined above. Article 26 
also appears to support the use of Tibicen as a Latin word because it was presented 
with the binomen C. plebeja. This clearly shows Tibicen is being used as a scientific 
name and is not necessarily a vernacular term. Latreille (1825) is currently accepted 
as the source for multiple genera. The only mechanism that would not permit 
Latreille (1825) from being the authority for Tibicen is to suppress Latreille (1825) 
and all the names currently used from it. If this were to be done, then Berthold (1827) 
would become the authority for Tibicen as all the arguments to retain Tibicen from 
Latreille (1825) would also hold for Berthold (1827). 

The question of Latreille’s (1810) use of Cicada plebeja as the type for the genus 
Cicada and thus its eligibility for the type species of Tibicen has also been raised 
(Boulard & Puissant, 2013). The type species of Cicada was made by subsequent 
designation by Latreille (1802) where he gives a description of Cicada and lists C. orni 
Linnaeus, 1758 as the only example so C. orni becomes the type species by subsequent 
designation and monotypy of the First Reviser under Articles 69.1, 69.3 and 67.2 
(further confusion about this designation is possible due to the use of Article 12 
rather than Article 13 and the need for either ‘indication’ or ‘designation’ of a type 
species in the different Articles as outlined by Marshall & Hill, BZN 71, this issue, 
and I will make additional comments specific to Cicada below). Latreille’s (1810) 
subsequent designation of C. plebeja as the type of Cicada is not a valid designation 
of a type species for the genus under Article 70.2 since a type species had already been 
designated by Latreille (1802) in a valid manner under the Code. In addition, C. 
plebeja is not eligible to be fixed as the type of Cicada based on Article 69.2.2 since 
it is not considered a synonym of C. orni nor was it included as an original species of 
the genus (Article 67.2). This makes C. plebeja an available species for a new genus 
inels25. 

Also interesting in the application of the taxon Tibicen is the description in both 
Latreille (1825) and Berthold (1827) where the sound apparatus was described as 
being in the abdomen and anatomically closed with a lid or cover, which applies to 
C. plebeja. Latreille (1829) then contradicted himself with the elimination of the 
timbal cover and inclusion of Cicada haematodes Scopoli, 1763 (originally misspelled 
by Latreille showing that the misspelling of plebeja is a distinct possibility) within the 
genus. If we accept the contention that C. haematodes became the type species of 
Tibicen, then Tibicina is a junior synonym of Tibicen and all associated changes 
would be necessary, e.g. changing all species of Tibicina to Tibicen, TIBICININAE to 
TIBICENINAE (and then we would have two concepts of TIBICENINAE), etc. Not 
following the Code would lead to more confusion and conflicts with the nomencla- 
ture. 

The following Articles all support the use and availability of Tibicen Latreille, 1825 
(or Berthold, 1827 if Latreille, 1825 is suppressed) with Cicada plebeja Scopoli, 1763 
as the type species: 

Articles 11 (11.1, 11.2, 11.3, 11.4, 11.5 and 11.8 are all satisfied while Articles 11.6, 
11.7, 11.9 and 11.10 are not applicable), 12.1, and 12.2 (using applicable 12.2.5) as 
outlined above. 

Article 58.3 ‘the use of i or j for the same Latin letter is deemed to be identical 
variant spellings’ so plebeia becomes plebeja. 
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Article 67.2.1 states that ‘originally included nominal species comprise only those 
included in the newly established nominal genus or subgenus, having been cited in the 
original publication by an available name.’ 

Article 67.2.2 (if one supports the argument that Latreille (1825) did not designate 
a species based on the variant spelling and lower-case ‘c’) states that for a genus 
published before 1931 without included nominal species, the nominal species that 
were first subsequently and expressly included in it are deemed to be the only 
originally included nominal species. Berthold (1827) included C. plebeja in proper 
format and it would again become the type species of Tibicen as it is the only species 
expressly included in the genus. 

Article 67.3 states that ‘only acts or other published statements of the author made 
when a nominal genus or subspecies is established are relevant in deciding’ 67.3.2 
‘which are the originally included nominal species in the meaning of 67.2’ (species 
eligible for type fixation). This means that although Latreille (1829) would eventually 
designate another type species, this second designation of a different species in 1829 
is not valid for Tibicen. Even if we assume Berthold was the First Reviser, a valid type 
species designation had already been made. This makes Cicada plebeja Scopoli the 
type species of Tibicen under Articles 68.2 (original designation) and 68.3 (type 
species for the genus by monotypy as the only species listed). 

Article 67.4 states that type species is fixed in the original publication (Article 68) 
and C. plebeja was specifically stated as the example of Tibicen in Latreille (1825) and 
Berthold (1827) fulfilling 67.4.1. 

Article 67.6 states that even if fixation was made using an incorrect spelling, the 
correct spelling is deemed to have been cited in its correct original spelling so plebeja 
replaces plebeia. 

Articles 68.2 (type species by original designation) and 68.3 (type species by 
monotypy) as outlined above. 

Articles 69.1, 69.2.1, 69.2.2 and 69.3 in the designation of C. plebeja by Berthold 
(1827) as a type not fixed in the original publication if one considers the presentation 
of C. plebeja by Latreille (1825) was not suitable to validate Tibicen. In this case, 
Article 24.2.1 also applies with Berthold (1827) as the First Reviser. 

Article 70.1 states that an author has identified the species correctly when he fixes 
such a species as the type species of a new or previously established nominal genus or 
subgenus (Article 70.1.2). Again since C. plebeja was identified as the example of 
Tibicen, it becomes the type species. The description in Latreille (1825) and Berthold 
(1827) also supports C. plebeja as the type since they both have the sound organ 
enclosed within the abdomen as a character of the cicadas (which contradicts the 
character of a missing timbal cover in Latreille (1829)). 

Article 70.2 making C. plebeja available for type designation since C. orni was 
already designated as the type of Cicada. 

Because of the confusion that has occurred historically, it is imperative that we go 
to the original publications and the introduction of the names using the Code as our 
guide to determine what should happen with the taxa. It is clear from the above 
discussion that the Code favours conservation of Tibicen Latreille, 1825 with type 
species Cicada plebeja Scopoli, 1763. If you argue that the authority of Tibicen should 
be Berthold, 1827, then all the articles still support the retention of Tibicen as they 
still apply with the added benefit that Cicada plebeja is spelled out completely and 
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correctly. The only difference between Tibicen Latreille (1825) and Berthold (1827) is 
the use of the lower-case ‘c’ in the identification of the example of Tibicen which 
Latreille did in other lists of genera once the genus was introduced in a fully spelled 
out manner. It is clear that C. plebeja was being assigned to the new genus Tibicen by 
Latreille and the Code supports its valid designation as the type species of the genus. 
If we do not accept this designation, then all the currently recognized Latreille genera 
from the 1825 text must also be suppressed as invalid. 

It is true that some authors have made the switch from Tibicen to Lyristes. 
However, these authors are in the minority in numbers as well as publications. 
Prevailing usage of Tibicen suggests that the concept of Tibicen is consistent and the 
evidence to support retention of Tibicen in its current form could be easily compiled 
to apply to retain the name and concept if it were determined to be invalid by the 
Commission. In the most recent catalogue of the cCICADOIDEA (Sanborn, 2013), there 
are 250 references (66.3%) that use Tibicen and 127 references (33.7%) using Lyristes 
from 1984-2010 (the year of publication for the last petition to the end of the 
catalogue coverage). A total of 310 different authors cite Tibicen and 114 authors cite 
Lyristes. The use of Lyristes in Asia, Europe and Turkey began for most authors 
after the last application to the ICZN to suppress Tibicen in 1984 as noted by Boulard 
& Puissant (2013). However, there are still more authors in these regions that have 
used Tibicen since the 1984 application with at least 101 authors from Europe, Asia 
and Turkey using Jibicen and only 90 using Lyristes. Tibicen continues to be the 
dominantly applied and used taxon. The stability in the concept of Tibicen over the 
last century, as seen in the catalogues by Metcalf (1963) and Duffels & van der Laan 
(1985), and the number of Articles of the Code that suggest Tibicen is a valid taxon 
strongly supports the conservation and continued use of Tibicen as the valid taxon 
with priority (Article 23) over Lyristes Horvath. The only real question appears not 
to be whether Tibicen is valid with C. plebeja as the type species but whether Latreille, 
1825 or Berthold, 1827 should be the authority. The evidence provided here supports 
Latreille, 1825 as the authority for the validly designated genus Tibicen. 

The Code supports the retention of the name Tibicen with Cicada plebeja Scopoli 
as the type species. Cicada plebeja Scopoli has been listed as the type species of 
Tibicen by numerous authors (see list in Metcalf, 1963). If we accept the arguments 
that C. haematodes Scopoli is the type species of the genus, then Tibicina becomes 
Tibicen and all associated higher taxonomic changes must also occur. Prevailing 
usage of Tibicen suggests that the concept of Tibicen is consistent and the evidence to 
support retention of Tibicen in its current form could be easily compiled to apply to 
retain the name and concept if it were determined to be invalid. The stability in the 
concept of Tibicen over the last 100 years and the number of Articles of the Code that 
suggest Tibicen is a valid taxon strongly supports the conservation of and continued 
use of Tibicen as a valid taxon with priority (Article 23) over Lyristes Horvath. 

The valid designation of a type species for Cicada is another issue that can be 
interpreted in different manners. I (along with Boulard & Puissant and Marshall & 
Hill) interpret Latreille (1802) as designating the type species of Cicada since he gave 
a description of the genus and lists C. orni Linnaeus, 1758 as the only example (one 
of the species originally described by Linnaeus with the formation of the genus) so C. 
orni becomes the type species by subsequent designation and monotypy of the First 
Reviser under Articles 69.1, 69.3 and 67.2. Confusion about the terms ‘indication’ 
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and ‘designation’ for species identified as types prior to 1930 or after 1931 leads to 
potential confusion about the validity of the indication by Latreille (1802). Marshall 
& Hill (BZN 71, this issue) discuss the implications of rejecting the designation by 
Latreille (1802) as Cicada tibicen Linnaeus, 1758 was the next species to be designated 
a type of Cicada by Van Duzee (1912). Since Cicada tibicen is now Tibicen tibicen 
(Sanborn, 2008), Tibicen would become a junior synonym of Cicada and the concept 
of Cicada and its derivatives would be significantly changed with the current species 
of Cicada needing a new genus. The next designation was not until C. orni by Van 
Duzee (1916). I counted five genera in The Official Lists and Indexes of Names in 
Zoology update December, 2012 that use Latreille (1802) as the source of type 
species. However, all are based on Opinions rendered by the Commission for the 
respective taxa. It would appear a use of plenary powers would be necessary to accept 
the designation of C. orni by Latreille (1802) and maintain the stability of the 
nomenclature and concepts of the higher taxonomy. 

The type species of Tibicina can also be shown to have been made unambiguously. 
Since there was already a valid designation of C. plebeja as the type species of Tibicen 
by both Latreille (1825) and Berthold (1827), the designation of C. haematodes as the 
type species for Tibicen by Latreille (1829) is invalid based on Article 70.2. Similarly, 
since C. haematodes is not a synonym of C. plebeja, it is not eligible to be fixed as the 
type of Tibicen based on Article 69.2.2. This makes C. haematodes available for type 
species designation for a new genus. Therefore, C. haematodes becomes fixed as the 
type species of Tibicina by Kolenati (1857) by original designation (Article 68.2) with 
the official erection of the genus. So even though Distant (1905) based the TIBICINIDAE 
on Tibicina Amyot, 1847 (unavailable under Opinion 2165), C. haematodes remains 
the type species of Tibicina Kolenati, 1857 and the type species of the TIBICINIDAE 
remains the same. 

Moulds (2005) performed a comprehensive cladistic analysis on the higher 
taxonomy of the ciICADoIDEA. Many of the problem taxa of the historical past were 
shifted to one of the now three recognized subfamilies within the cicApDIDAE Latreille, 
1802: cICADINAE Latreille, 1802, CICADETTINAE Buckton, 1889, and TIBICININAE 
Distant, 1905 (a synonymic species list from 1758-2012 is in Sanborn, 2013). The 
TIBICENIDAE Van Duzee, 1916 and TIBICENINAE are now junior synonyms of the 
CICADIDAE and CICADINAE respectively. The species of Tibicen should be classified in 
the remaining TIBICENINI which has priority over the CRYPTOTYMPANINI Handlirsch, 
1925, LYRISTINI Gomez-Menor Ortega, 1957 and the PLATYPLEURINI Schmidt, 1918 in 
which the Tibicen species have been classified at various times (see discussion in 
Moulds (2005)). The TIBICININAE has a new concept in terms of the species 
composition as many of the historically included taxa were shifted to the CICADETTI- 
NAE in 2005. Now that the concepts of the genera Tibicen and Tibicina have remained 
stable for a century and clearly defined type species can be shown, perhaps it is time 
to apply Article 23 and use TIBICENINI Once again for the group containing the genus 
Tibicen. It has priority over all of the alternative taxa, and the last of the questionable 
taxa has been removed to a correct phylogenetic position (Sanborn, 2014), and the 
group is monophyletic (Moulds, 2005). Van Duzee (1916) formed the higher taxa 
based on Tibicen designating Cicada plebeja as what he called a haplotype for the 
taxa. Since he made a designation using what has been shown here to be the valid 
type species of Tibicen, a return to the use of TIBICENINI should occur. Using the 
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plenary power to suppress Tibicen would cause greater confusion since now only the 
TIBICENINI would be eliminated while simultaneously negating prevailing usage. The 
concepts of the genera have remained stable for a century, and the reassignment of 
many problem genera to new higher taxa, along with acknowledgement that Tibicen 
Latreille, 1825 is a valid genus, solves the problems of the higher taxonomy that were 
a major portion of the last petition. Application of the Principle of Priority will 
stabilize the problem and retain prevailing usage. 

This issue has officially gone before the Commission at least twice with no 
resolution. There are some 25 separate Articles of the Code that can be applied to 
support the retention of Tibicen as outlined here. The evidence I have illustrated 
above supports the contention that Cicada plebeja is a validly designated type species 
for a new generic name published before 1931. This valid designation along with the 
described valid designations of type species for Cicada and Tibicina eliminates the 
confusion as to the characteristics of each genus and any derived taxa. The Code 
states that we must only use the information that is available in a single work to 
determine the validity of individual taxa (Article 67.3.2), not the considerably 
confused history that was to follow. By starting at the beginning and clarifying the 
type species for the genera in question, the confusion can be eliminated and priority 
can be followed. 

The commission is respectfully requested to verify the following and fix the type 
species based on the evidence provided above: 

(1) Tibicen Latreille, 1825 (or Berthold, 1827 if Latreille 1825 is suppressed), type 
species C. plebeja Scopoli, 1763 by original designation and monotypy of an 
available taxon. Type genus of TIBICENINI Van Duzee, 1916. Tibicen has priority 
over Lyristes Horvath, 1926 which is a junior synonym. 

(2) Cicada Linnaeus, 1758, type species C. orni Linnaeus, 1758 by subsequent 
designation by Latreille, 1802. Type genus of CICADINI, CICADINAE, CICADIDAE, 
and CICADOIDEA Latreille, 1802. 

(3) Tibicina Kolenati, 1857, type species C. haematodes Scopoli, 1763 through 
original designation. Type genus of TIBICININI and TIBICININAE Distant, 1905. 

Fixing the type species for these genera through the publications as outlined above 
would permit the use of specific powers and would not require the suppression of any 
currently available name nor the suspension of any portion of the Code. The plenary 
power can be used to permit the designation of C. orni as the type species of Cicada 
by Latreille (1802) using the indication permitted under Article 12 rather than the 
more stringent definitions of a designation following Article 67. By using the specific 
and plenary powers to fix the generic names, type species and publications, the names 
can be added to the List of Available Names in Zoology eliminating all previous 
confusion with respect to how the taxa are applied. The changes that have occurred 
to the higher taxonomy have meant that the confusion in higher taxa were eliminated 
as synonymies and reorganizations occurred. As a result, suppression and plenary 
power implementation are no longer necessary. 
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Summary. Since the early twentieth century, the current highest nomenclature of the 
CICADIDAE includes two subfamilies whose radicals differ only in one vowel: TIBICENI- 
NAE (from Tibicen Latreille, 1825) and TIBICINNAE (from Tibicina Amyot, 1847), 
thereby causing many difficulties. A third name, Lyristes Horvath, 1926 was created 
to replace Tibicen Latreille, 1825, without being universally adopted. We have 
reviewed the history of the problem and proposed the revision of the specific and 
generic types in the CICADIDAE: 

Cicada Linnaeus, 1758: type species C. orni Linnaeus, 1758 by subsequent 
designation Latreille, 1802, type genus of the family cicADIDAE Latreille, 1802, not 
including Tibicen and its derivatives. 

Tibicen Latreille, 1825 (including the latinized version Tibicen Berthold, 1827): this 
name and its derivatives should be taken out of circulation as unavailable. Species 
erroneously assigned to Tibicen in various catalogues have to be re-assigned to other 
genera. Tibicina Kolenati, 1857: type species Cicada haematodes Scopoli, 1763, the 
type genus of TIBICININAE Distant, 1905. 

Lyristes Horvath, 1926: type species Cicada plebeja Scopoli, 1763. This genus is in 
the subtribe CRYPTOTYMPANINA Handlirsh, 1925 of the subfamily cicADINAE Latreille, 
1802. 


The family cicApIDAE Latreille, 1802, true cicadas according to Latreille (1802), 
contains two major subfamilies TIBICENINAE (Van Duzee, 1917) and TIBICININAE 
(Distant, 1905) whose current names differ only by one vowel, a source of many 
errors. This problem originated with the type genera Tibicen Latreille, 1825 and 
Tibicina Kolenati, 1857, introduced during the first half of the 19th century, followed 
by numerous varying interpretations of the nomenclature in this group. Presently, it 
is urgent to revise the existing catalogues (Metcalf, 1963; Duffels & van der Laan, 
1985, and even Sanborn, 2014), using the correct nomenclature and typifications. We 
propose here to deal with the inherent nomenclatural problem of Tibicen, Tibicina 
and Lyristes. After some exchange of correspondence between cicadologists, we here 
review the history of this issue: 

In 1740, Réaumur examined, described and drew four species of the French 
cicadofauna which relate to the present article: ‘la cigale de la grande espèce’ [Lyristes 
plebejus (Scopoli, 1763)] and ‘la cigale de moyenne grandeur’ [Cicada orni Linnaeus, 
1758]. 

In 1758, Linnaeus dealt, under the patronymic name Cicada, with the Noctilucae, 
Foliaceae, Cruciatae, Manniferae, Spumantes and Deflexae insects, today called 
Fulgoromorpha and Cicadomorpha. 
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In 1762, Geoffroy wrote the genus name in Latin: Cicada, but reserved it for those 
species that possessed ‘trois petits yeux lisses’ [three little smooth eyes], the ocelli. 
Two species of cigale were recorded from Provence (Geoffroy, 1762, p. 429): Lyristes 
plebejus Scopoli, 1763 and Cicada orni Linnaeus, 1758. 

In 1791, Olivier revised the diagnosis of the genus ‘Cicada Lin. Geoff., applying it 
exclusively to cicadas per se [CICADOIDEA]. 

In 1802, Latreille, dealing with the Family ‘CICADAIRES cicadariae’ and ‘du 
genre CICADA; cicadae verae concluded as follows: ‘Exemple. Cicada orni. Lin.’ 
(Latreille, 1802, p. 257) ‘Exemple’[example] is here used in the Lamarckian meaning, 
i.e. the origin of the type concept. Nevertheless, the Commission explicitly and 
surprisingly invalidated any notion of Lamarck’s type, saying ‘Rigidly construed 
Lamarck’s (1801) [. . .] is not to be accepted as designation of type species’ (Opinion 
79, ICZN, 1924). Typification of Cicada orni Linnaeus, 1758, must therefore be 
definitely attributed to Latreille, 1802 for the following additional reasons: 

(a) In French, the word ‘Exemple’ meaning ‘Model to be followed’ does not have 
to be preceded by the definite article. 

(b) Across the French taxonomic papers, at the dawn of the 17th century and later, 
the word ‘Example’ includes the modern notion of ‘type’. 

In 1804, Latreille listed eight European cicadas, but without giving examples. C. 
orni is listed in second position after ‘Cicada haematodes Scop. Oliv.’ (1804, p. 305 et 
seq.) 

By the end of 1806, von Froriep, when translating a seminal text of Dumeéril 
published at the beginning of 1806, used as example the notion of ‘type’ for ‘Cic. orni’ 
(Froriep, 1806, p. 267). It is well in the current thinking of the time, however von 
Froriep wrote in his translation: ‘Z[zum] B[beispiel]’ i.e. ‘for example’ in German 
language. This act is not rigidly construed and is therefore not a valid designation 
under the Code (Article 67.5.1 of the Code). 

In 1810, Latreille distinguished firstly for “Les cicadaires chanteuses’, the only 
genus, ‘G. 342. CICADA. Cicada.’ without author or species names (1810, p. 262). 
However, in his “Table des genres avec l'indication de l’espéce qui leur sert de Type’ 
(p. 434) is inscribed: “Cigale. Tettigonia plebeia, Fab.’ Which in reality means Cicada 
plebeja Scopoli. 

In 1825, Latreille concluded the presentation of the Tribe of Singers by: ‘The g. 
CICADA, TIBICEN (c. plebeia)’ a quotation often called cryptic, but which must be 
seen in the context of its time. It becomes clear that the words ‘CIGALE’ and 
“TIBICEN’ clearly have the same vernacular value under the writings of the author. 
The two terms are both denominated in capital letters. The second term is a common 
name from the Roman vocabulary (military and religious), which refers to a 
trumpeter. Latreille was not consistent in his choice of a definition but he gave an 
unambiguous definition four years later. “TIBICEN’ is therefore not an available 
name. On the other hand, ‘(c. plebeia)’ is referred to here, simply and without special 
precautions, as the well-known ‘Cigale’: its name is placed in parentheses, begins with 
a small ‘c’, is spelled with an ‘1’ instead of the original f’ and, finally, without the 
author’s name. No doubt it here represents the largest cicada species studied by 
Reaumur (see above), which was named Cicada plebeja by Scopoli in 1763. 

In 1827, Berthold translated Latreille (1825) latinizing the names of genera and 
species, but writing ‘Cicada, Tibicen (Cicada plebeia [sic])’ Berthold, 1827, p. 424), 
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showing the following facts misunderstood or ignored (except by Boulard, 1988, 
1998). The plebeian cicada belongs to the first genus mentioned and Berthold 
provided irrefutable proof. In his translation, he wrote in full both the genus name 
and that of the well-known species directly associated, Cicada plebeja (cited as 
plebeia). Thus he understood clearly that Latreille was using vernacular terms (see 
Boulard, 1988b, p. 24 and Boulard, 1998, p. 94). Berthold confirmed the designation 
of the representative species mentioned, which he latinized himself as type plebeja 
(cited as plebeia). Tibicen Berthold, 1827 remains a nomen nudum because there is no 
description accompanying Tibicen and no available specific name in combination 
with it or clearly included under it (Articles 12.1, 12.2.5 and 67.5.3 of the Code). 

In 1829, Latreille (p. 214), as the reviewer of his own writing, placed C. orni at the 
head of the genus ‘Cigale. Cicada [Latr.] and clarified what kind of cicadas made up 
his Tibicen genus: ‘Celles où le premier segment abdominal offre en dessus une 
entaille laissant a découvert la timbale.’ [“Those in which the first abdominal segment 
has at its top a slit leaving the timbal uncovered’]. This is obviously not the case with 
plebeja Scopoli, 1763; its timbals are completely hidden. In the same paper, Latreille 
(1829, p. 215) listed ‘C. haematode (sic) of Olivier, the T./ettigonia] picta, hyalina, 
algira Fab.’. These originally included nominal species are acceptable for fixing the 
type species of the genus Tibicen Latreille, 1829, even the first referred to with the 
name misspelled (Articles 67.2.1, 67.6 of the Code). Note here that Cicada haema- 
todes Olivier, 1791 (p. 753) is the exact synonym of Cicada haematodes Scopoli, 1763 
(p. 118, No. 347). However, no species having been particularly distinguished, 
Tibicen Latreille, 1829 is a nomen dubium. 

In 1840, Westwood, with a hitherto unpublished criterion, gave another definition 
of Tibicen in these terms: “The species with 2 joined tarsi [bimer tarsi] form Tibicen 
Latreille’s genus, C. plebeia, tympanum, mannifera, & c (Westwood, 1840, p. 422, 
footnote). 

In 1843, Amyot & Serville kept: 

(a) the bimer criterion for their new Fidicina genus with type species Tettigonia 
mannifera Prod. (p. 472) [= C. plebeja Linnaeus, 1767, non Scopoli, 1763 (see 
Boulard, 1988b, p. 60) and Boulard & Martinelli, 1996, p. 23]. 

(b) the genus proposed by Latreille for C. haematodes Scopoli, 1763, in these terms: 
‘Le genre Tibicen Latr. (Régn. anim. 1829. 215a), dont le type est la Tettigonia 
sanguinea Fabr. ... Stoll. pl. II. fig. 11.— Cicada hematodes Oliv. [...] qui a les 
cavités sonores entièrement a découvert [= “The genus Tibicen Latr. (Régn. anim. 
1829. 215a) whose type is the Tettigonia sanguinea Fabr. ... Stoll. pl. II. fig. 11.— 
Cicada hematodes Oliv. [...] which has sound cavities completely uncovered’] (p. 
482). This was the first way of giving Tibicen an unmistakable designation of type 
species, the latter accepted by Stal in 1861. This choice, made by connoisseur such as 
Amyot, Serville and Stal, surprisingly fell into oblivion until 1907 (see below). 

In 1845/1847, Amyot wanted to build a mononymic method based on genus. This 
method was unwelcome and abandoned*, apart from a few new features, including 
Tibicina, taken as a subgenus by Kolenati (1857, p. 414). However, Kolenati (1857) 
did not fix the type species. He listed two names ‘hematodes’ and ‘steveni’, although 
the latter was only mentioned as a variety of the former. Distant (1905c, p. 22) was 
the first author to use the term ‘type’ in connection with ‘Tibicina’. 


